REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully traverse and request reconsideration. 

Applicants' attorney wishes to thank the Examiner for the courtesies extended during 
the telephone conference of January 27, 2006 regarding the 35 U.S.C. §101 rejection. 
Pursuant to the discussion, and as indicated below, Applicants respectfully traverse and 
request withdrawal of the 101 rejection. 

The Specification has been objected to. Applicants have corrected the informality. 

Claim 14 is objected to. Applicants respectfully submit however, that the word "for" 
allows both direct and indirect forwarding and as such, this language is appropriate. 

Claims 1-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 2nd paragraph, as allegedly being 
indefinite due to various informalities. Applicants respectfully submit that the claims must be 
read in light of the specification and are interpreted in view of ordinary skill in the art. 
Although Applicants do not agree with the rejection, Applicants have attempted to advance 
prosecution by correcting typographical errors in the claims. Applicants also respectfully 
submit that as to some of the rejections, it appears that the entire claim was not considered 
since claims referred to corresponding public keys that are specified as being corresponding 
public keys for intended recipients and as such, references to corresponding public keys in 
the claims is believed to be clear. In addition, the word "by" as set forth in the claims and the 
Specification is also believed to be clear as it refers to, for example, which element performs 
the function. Again, Applicants respectfully submit that the claims must be read in their 
entirety and in view of the Specification. In any event, Applicants respectfully submit that 
the claims are now in proper form and respectfully request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-19 and 24-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. However, as Applicants' attorney discussed with the 
Examiner, it appears that this rejection is not proper. For example, the claims cannot be 
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carried out by software by itself but instead claim receiving certain information, encrypting 
certain information and forwarding certain information for an intended recipient. Such 
operations cannot be carried out by software itself such as software instructions written on a 
piece of paper. Other reasons also support the withdrawal of this rejection. 

Claims 1, 3-8, 10, 12, 15, 17-20, 22-24 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,912,656 (Pearlman et al.). Pearlman is directed to a 
method and apparatus for sending encrypted electronic mail through a distribution list 
exploder (DLE) which also utilizes a group server namely certificate server 116. Pearlman 
teaches using a group public key to form an encrypted message key. "The group public key 
is associated with a group private key to form a public key-private key pair associated with a 
group of valid recipients for the message." (See Abstract and other sections of Pearlman). 
As such, the DLE of Pearlman is not a secure distribution server and does not have a public 
key associated therewith. 

In contrast, claim 1 requires, for example, among other things, receiving encrypted 
information from a sender for transmission to at least one intended recipient and receiving an 
encrypted secret key encrypted using a public key associated with a secure distribution 
server. No such public key and secure distribution server appears to be described in 
Pearlman. The office action cites column 2, lines 20-24 and column 5, lines 10-15 as 
allegedly teaching this subject matter. However, upon review of these sections, they do not 
appear to teach what is alleged. Instead, Pearlman uses a group public key approach which is 
not associated with the DLE. For example, in column 2, the cited portion merely states that a 
group public key is associated with a group private key to form a key pair that is associated 
with a group of valid recipients of the message. Such a group public key is not associated 
with the DLE but is independent thereof. In contrast, Applicants claim a secure distribution 
server that has an associated public key which is used to, for example, encrypt a secret key 
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used to encrypt information. Accordingly, the claim is in condition for allowance. In 
addition, the cited portion in column 5 also merely indicates that the DLE looks up recipients 
within a corresponding distribution list for a message and then forwards the message in 
encrypted form to the recipients identified in the distribution list. There is no teaching of the 
claimed subject matter. Applicants also respectfully note that further down in column 5 (see 
column 5, lines 19-21), that recipients can make requests to the certificate server to receive 
certificates that can presented to the group server 1 14 to certify that they are valid recipients 
for the message. The DLE does not have an associated public key used to encrypt the secret 
key as claimed. Accordingly, the claims are in condition for allowance. 

Since the other independent claims include similar claim language, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the other independent claims are also allowable for this and other 
reasons. 

The dependent claims are allowable as allowing additional novel and non-obvious 
subject matter, and also as at least depending upon allowable base claims. 

Claims 2, 9, 13, 16, 21 and 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pearlman. Applicants respectfully reassert the relevant remarks made 
above with respect to Pearlman and as such, these claims are also in condition for allowance. 

Claims 11 and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pearlman in view of Chen (U.S. Patent No. 5,832,208). Applicants respectfully reassert the 
relevant remarks made above with respect to Pearlman and as such, these claims are also in 
condition for allowance and since they add additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pearlman in view of Bouchard et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0091928). Applicants 
respectfully reassert the relevant remarks made above with respect to Pearlman and as such, 
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this claim is also in condition for allowance. This claim also adds additional novel and non- 
obvious subject matter. 

Applicants respectfully request that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this 
case. The Examiner is invited to contact the below-listed attorney if the Examiner believes 
that a telephone conference will advance the prosecution of this application. 



Vedder, Price, Kaufman & Kammholz, P.C. 
222 N. LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
PHONE: (312)609-7599 
FAX: (312)609-5005 



Respectfully submitted, 





ChristopherJ. Reckamp 
Registration No. 34,414 
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